Acceptance-rejection studies and inventories commonly examine children's relationships with parents, but no measurement scale is available in the literature to assess interpersonal acceptance across adulthood close relationships. The Adult Interpersonal Acceptance-Rejection Scale (AIARS) was developed, validated, and psychometrically scrutinized across three studies using independent samples of adult participants. In Study 1 (N ϭ 342), the created items were administered to participants and data were subjected to exploratory factor analysis. The correlated three-factor structure of Mother Acceptance, Best Friend Acceptance, and Romantic Partner Acceptance was preliminarily supported. In Study 2 (N ϭ 420), confirmatory factor analysis successfully crossvalidated the three-factor measurement model after the deletion of items possessing the poorest loadings. In Study 3 (N ϭ 315), convergent, discriminant, and criterion validities were scrutinized with tests of correlations and multiple regression. Higher acceptance subscale scores uniquely contributed to higher positive emotions, lower negative emotions, and higher life satisfaction. The current research confers measurement and assessment insights to capture the construct of interpersonal acceptance and yields applied implications for future research using the scale. Administration of the scale is anticipated to encourage novel primary investigations that examine acceptance across pivotal close relationships in adulthood.
strument is available to capture acceptance in multiple key close relationships in adulthood. The overarching purpose of this research was to develop and examine the psychometric properties of a unified measurement scale containing parallel items to assess perceived acceptance in the context of adulthood relationships with mother, best friend, and romantic partner.
Acceptance-Rejection in Parental Relationships
Perceived parental acceptance is associated with positive adjustment (Turner, Sarason, & Sarason, 2001) , whereas perceived parental rejection is connected to poorer school performance, decreased prosocial behaviors, and increased internalizing and externalizing problems (Putnick et al., 2015) . Nonrejecting parents serve as important reinforcing agents who foster their offspring's socially responsible behaviors (Baumrind, 1971) . A robust literature supports associations involving parental acceptance-rejection and developmental outcomes across cultures (Pastorelli et al., 2016; Rohner, 2004) . Items measuring aspects of acceptancerejection are embedded in various parental attachment scales, such as in the Child's Report of Parent Behavior Inventory (Barber & Olsen, 1997; Schaefer, 1965) and the Parental Bonding Instrument (G. Parker, Tupling, & Brown, 1979) . More broadly, parental acceptance is an underlying facet of core parenting constructs such as parental warmth (Khaleque, 2013; Rohner, 1986 ) and authoritative parenting (Baumrind, 1966 (Baumrind, , 1996 . Furthermore, adults' perceived parental acceptance can be measured using retrospective remembrances of childhood experiences (Senese et al., 2016) , but that instrument is not appropriate for assessing adulthood relationships with parents.
Acceptance-Rejection in Peer Relationships
Peer acceptance has been studied extensively as a key construct in developmental research (Birkeland, Breivik, & Wold, 2014; Bishop & Inderbitzen, 1995; Sherman, Lansford, & Volling, 2006) . Prospective studies have documented that low peer acceptance during childhood and adolescence predicted maladjustment and psychopathological symptoms in adulthood (Bagwell, Newcomb, & Bukowski, 1998; J. G. Parker & Asher, 1987) . Investigations examining the contributions of adolescents' relationships with peers on developmental and health outcomes have commonly utilized the referent of best friend (Doyle, Lawford, & Markiewicz, 2009; Margolese, Markiewicz, & Doyle, 2005) . Attachment with best friend plays a unique role over and above that of general peer attachment in adolescents (Wilkinson, 2010) . Although some research exists on friendships across the life span (Sherman, De Vries, & Lansford, 2000) , the corresponding literature focusing on peer relationships in adulthood is sparse.
Acceptance-Rejection in Romantic Relationships
Developmental research indicates that the transition from adolescence to young adulthood is marked by the increased importance of romantic partners (Rosenthal & Kobak, 2010) . Measures of romantic relationships in the context of adult attachment are in the literature (Fraley, Waller, & Brennan, 2000; Rohner, 2016; Sibley, Fischer, & Liu, 2005) , but these instruments primarily assess attachment anxiety and avoidance, not interpersonal acceptance. Prior attempts to apply parenting scales to measure intimate partner bonds also exist. For instance, the Parental Bonding Instrument (G. Parker et al., 1979) was adapted to develop items for the Intimate Bond Measure (Wilhelm & Parker, 1988) to assess care and control in romantic relationships. Other adapted measures of intimate partner acceptance have not been well validated or were integrated with items that capture partner control behaviors (Parmar & Rohner, 2005; Rohner, Kamal Uddin, Shamsunnaher, & Khaleque, 2008) . The Frequency and Acceptability of Partner Behavior Inventory (Doss & Christensen, 2006) contains content assessing romantic acceptance in addition to relationship violations and closeness, but some items are pertinent only to cohabiting and married (but not dating) relationships. Accordingly, an instrument devoted to the assessment of acceptance in adult romantic relationships has been largely neglected in the literature.
Current Research
The purpose of the research was to develop and validate an interpersonal acceptance scale applicable across adulthood close relationships, including with mother, best friend, and romantic partner. Preexisting instruments focus on only one type of close relationship acceptance (usually by a parental figure) and those designed to assess two or more relationship categories are limited in several ways. For instance, the Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment (Armsden & Greenberg, 1987) contains an alienation factor (conceptualized on an acceptance-rejection continuum) pertinent to parental and peer relationships during adolescence. However, direct comparisons cannot be made between the subscale scores of parental acceptance and peer acceptance as these two composites do not contain a parallel set of items. Furthermore, the instrument was designed for and validated using an adolescent sample and so not all items are appropriate to assess adulthood relationships including with romantic partners. The Child and Adolescent Social Support Scale (Malecki & Demaray, 2002) captures perceived support provided by parents, teachers, classmates, and best friends, but almost all items focus on the construct of social support and not acceptance (Bokhorst, Sumter, & Westenberg, 2010) . Moreover, this instrument does not contain parallel items across reference groups, was validated in a youth sample, and some items would be inappropriate to assess acceptance in romantic relationships.
The current scale development and validation research offers several theoretical and applied contributions to the existing literature. First, the reference groups of mother, best friend, and romantic partner were selected for the instrument, because they represent major categories of close relationship bonds that have important implications for self-worth and self-competence across the developmental life span (Ainsworth, 1985 (Ainsworth, , 1989 . Existing acceptance scales usually focus on only one or two of these reference groups, and no acceptance instrument exists that assess all three types of pivotal relationships. Second, the instrument is anticipated to facilitate theoretical conceptualization and statistical scrutiny of the underlying dimensionality of interpersonal acceptance. If the data collected from administration of the measure were optimally embodied by a unidimensional factor structure, this would furnish the insight that people possess an omnibus and therefore undifferentiated view of interpersonal acceptance. An implication of such a finding is that personal perceptions of acceptance-rejection are stable regardless of the relationship type encountered. Alternatively, a multidimensional factor structure would be insightful in revealing that people are able to psychologically discern acceptance perceptions as a function of the type of close relationship.
Third, the research sought to develop a base set of item content that could be applicable across various close relationships. A parallel set of items should advance the literature by promoting operational definitions that appropriately assess the acceptance concept consistently across interpersonal relationships. Acceptance scores cannot be meaningfully and substantively compared across referent groups if items are grammatically and semantically incongruent (or assessed using a different number of items), as is the scenario with preexisting scales (Armsden & Greenberg, 1987; Malecki, Demaray, Elliott, & Nolten, 1999) . Fourth, the assessment of acceptance-rejection in multiple adult relationships is critical for advancing knowledge and encouraging future investigations to examine the extent that acceptance is connected to various functioning and well-being outcomes. A comprehensive search of the literature discloses that no empirical investigation has simultaneously examined adulthood interpersonal acceptance across mothers, friends, and romantic partners. The absence of research on this topic might be attributed to the lack of a validated instrument in the literature. A potential empirical application of the scale is to test the extent that the perception of acceptance in one type of relationship (e.g., mother) is correlated with acceptance in other types of relationships (e.g., best friend or romantic partner). Another application of the instrument is to simultaneously incorporate these subscales to determine the combination of interpersonal acceptance factors that uniquely contribute to consequences such as positive emotions, negative emotions, and life satisfaction.
Three studies using independent samples of adult participants were pursued. In Study 1, a pool of items appropriate to measure interpersonal acceptance with mother, best friend, and romantic partner was created, with the possibility that the items could be extended to other types of close relationships. The collected data were subjected to exploratory factor analysis (EFA). In Study 2, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was applied to cross-validate the factor structure and derive the final version of the instrument. In Study 3, convergent, discriminant, and criterion validities were tested with correlations and multiple regression analyses.
Study 1 Purpose
The initial set of items to capture acceptance in close adulthood relationships with mother, best friend, and romantic partner was generated. Collected data were subjected to EFA to isolate the number of underlying factors and optimal items. Moreover, internal consistency reliabilities and interfactor correlations were interpreted. The EFA was hypothesized to exhibit a three-factor (mother, best friend, and romantic partner) structure of distinct yet correlated dimensions.
Method
Participants. Adults (N ϭ 342) averaging 38.01 (SD ϭ 13.34) years of age participated. Gender included 63% female and 37% male. Racial distribution included 71% White, 7% Latino, 10% Black, 10% Asian, and 2% multiracial. This final sample reported that their mothers were still alive (79%) or passed away after participants reached adulthood (21%). The 8 people who indicated being under 18 years of age when their mother died were excluded from all analyses, because these individuals never experienced that interpersonal relationship during adulthood.
Design. Several objectives guided the development of the initial item set to support the content validity (Crano, Brewer, & Lac, 2015) of the scale. First, items were created to tap variations in conceptual definitions of acceptance in close relationships in the existing literature. These sources postulate that interpersonal acceptance is embodied by a constellation of interrelated facets including unconditional positive regard (Epstein & Feist, 1988; Murray, Bellavia, Feeney, Holmes, & Rose, 2001; Rogers, 1961) , warmth (Parmar & Rohner, 2005; Senese et al., 2016) , support (Kaiser, 1960; Rohner, Khaleque, & Cournoyer, 2005; Senese et al., 2016) , favorable evaluations (Epstein & Feist, 1988) , approval , nonalienation (Armsden & Greenberg, 1987) , and autonomy-granting or noncontrolling behaviors (Rohner & Pettengill, 1985) . Second, items were designed to capture acceptance in adulthood relationships. Child-parent bonds are marked by dependency of the youth on the caregiver (Ainsworth, 1989; Diamond, Blatt, & Lichtenberg, 2007) , whereas healthy adult bonds are characterized by mutual interdependence (Knudson-Martin, 1996) . Accordingly, items regarding physical (e.g., "takes care of me") and financial (e.g., "provides for me") reliance were not generated because they represent immature and unhealthy forms of adulthood dependency (Rohner, 2004) . Third, physical affection items (e.g., "sharing a hug") tend to be culturally bound (Chao & Tseng, 2002; Forsell & Åström, 2012; McNeely & Barber, 2010) and were therefore avoided. Fourth, all the generated items must be applicable across the reference groups of mother, best friend, and romantic partner (and potentially extended to other types of close relationships). For instance, items capturing romantic partner acceptance (e.g., "accepts my sexual advances") but not other types of close relationship acceptance were not considered.
Taking into consideration these four guiding criteria, examples of generated items included "Accepts me for who I am" (unconditional positive regard); "Notices my positive qualities" (warmth); "Is supportive of my choices in life" (support); "Likes me as a person and does not try to change me" (favorable evaluations); "Approves of who I am as a person" (approval); "Does not reject me even if we argue" (nonalienation); and "Respects the decisions I make" (autonomy-granting). The items were generated by the lead author, who has previously published scale validation studies and is a research methodologist, and also approved by the second author, who is a clinical psychologist with a specialization in child psychology. A base set of 10 items was devised, with the same items applied across the three reference groups, furnishing a total of 30 items. Response options were as follows: 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (somewhat disagree), 4 (somewhat agree), 5 (agree), 6 (strongly agree). Methodological research recommends the "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree" response format because these semantic labels have been empirically demonstrated to be more familiar to a wider audience compared to other types of Likert-type endpoints (Weijters, Geuens, & Baumgartner, 2013) , and measurement scales concerning developmental topics have commonly utilized these particular response labels (Fraley et al., 2000) .
Instructions for the mother referent indicated, "Please answer the following questions about your mother. If your mother is deceased, consider your mother when she was still alive. My MOTHER:" Instructions for the best friend referent stated, "Please answer the following questions about your best friend. The best friend selected should not be a romantic partner. My BEST FRIEND:" Instructions for the romantic partner referent were "Please answer the following questions about your romantic partner (dating or marital). If you are currently not dating or married, consider your previous romantic partner. My ROMANTIC PART-NER:"
Procedure. Participants were drawn from Mechanical Turk (MTurk), a crowdsourcing Internet site that permits people to complete tasks including research studies in exchange for nominal compensation. Data from this source yield more demographically heterogeneous samples (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Goodman, Cryder, & Cheema, 2013) , and responses are comparable in psychometric properties (Rand, 2012) compared to traditional recruitment sources.
Participants were assured anonymity and identified only by unique identification numbers assigned upon initial account registration (Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010) . The qualification filters permitted only those attaining at least a 90% positive rating on previous MTurk tasks and residing in the United States to participate. The electronic consent form was followed by the web-based questionnaire. Respondents were compensated $0.50 for participating. An institutional review board approved the research protocols.
Statistical analysis. The pool of 30 items was subjected to EFA with maximum likelihood estimation. Promax (oblique) rotation (Field, 2009; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013) was performed, because the potentially extracted factors were presumed to be somewhat correlated, such that higher perceived acceptance from one referent was anticipated to be associated with higher perceived acceptance from the other referents.
Results
The factorability of the data supported the appropriateness of conducting EFA. Specifically, the test of sphericity (Bartlett, 1950) determined that the covariance matrix significantly diverged from the identity matrix, 2 ϭ 12,399.68, df ϭ 435, p Ͻ .001, and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin index of sampling adequacy value of .95 was deemed "marvelous" (Kaiser, 1974) .
Several criteria helped to identify the plausible number of extracted factors. First, the scree plot (Cattell, 1966 ) supported a three-factor structure as presented in Figure 1 . Second, the eigenvalue greater than one rule (Kaiser, 1960 ) also indicated a threefactor solution, with an eigenvalue of only 0.75 for the nonextracted fourth factor. Third, a simple structure involving each item loading highly on no more than one factor and poorly on all other factors (Gorsuch, 1983) was optimal for the three-factor solution as displayed in Table 1 . Finally, parallel analysis (Horn, 1965; O'Connor, 2000) was performed with the specification of 2,000 random datasets using 95% percentile random data eigenvalues that were statistically compared to the actual data eigenvalues. This technique corroborated that three factors could be extracted beyond chance.
The factor loadings (see Table 1 ) show that each item loaded strongly on its dominant factor, with a range of .84 to .93 for Mother Acceptance, .70 to .93 for Best Friend Acceptance, and .85 to .92 for Romantic Partner Acceptance. These coefficients were discriminating across the three factors. Collectively, the three factors accounted for 78% of the total item variance. Table 2 reports internal consistency reliabilities, means, and correlations for mean composites representing the factors. The Cronbach's alpha coefficients were high. Tests of the statistical difference in the magnitude of correlations (Lenhard & Lenhard, 2014; Warner, 2013) determined that all coefficients were significantly different, all ps Ͻ .05. These interfactor correlation magnitudes were positive, but not high, signifying that these composites were statistically independent yet related. The correlation strengths were below recommended thresholds to indicate the discriminant validity of constructs (Brown, 2015) .
Study 2 Purpose
The EFA results in Study 1 offered preliminary support for the plausibility of the three-factor solution. Study 2 was designed to cross-validate the factor structure using CFA, a technique that requires forcing items to exclusively load on hypothesized dimensions and is more statistically conservative than EFA (Brown, 2015) . Additionally tested was the extent that Mother, Best Friend, and Romantic Partner Acceptance operated as distinct constructs.
Method
Participants. The adult sample (N ϭ 420) averaged 37.33 (SD ϭ 12.44) years of age. Gender included 63% female and 37% Note. Loadings are from the pattern matrix after rotation. The largest loading for each item is bolded. The extracted communalities are reported.
male. The racial distribution was 77% White, 6% Latino, 9% Black, 6% Asian, and 2% multiracial. In this sample, 80% reported that their mothers were still alive and 20% indicated that their mothers passed away after participants reached adulthood. The 11 individuals who were under 18 years of age when their mothers passed away were excluded from analyses. Design and procedure. Data collection involved a new sample of participants. The same recruitment procedures and measures of Study 1 were followed in this study.
Statistical analysis. The CFA was estimated with the EQS 6.3 software (Bentler, 2006) using maximum likelihood estimation. Items were specified to load only on their corresponding latent factors of Mother, Best Friend, or Romantic Partner Acceptance. These three factors were permitted to be intercorrelated.
Fit indices helped to evaluate model adequacy (Satorra & Bentler, 2001 ). A nonsignificant model chi-square test ( 2 ) is desired but is sensitive in erroneously rejecting the model if the sample is not small (Bollen, 1989) . The Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and the Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI; also known as TLI) range from 0.00 to 1.00, with a higher value representing better fit (Ullman & Bentler, 2003) . The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is appropriately sensitive in detecting model misspecifications, with a value greater than .10 signifying poor fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1992; MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996) .
Results
The three-factor CFA based on the original set of 30 items produced satisfactory fit indices, 2 ϭ 1388.75, df ϭ 402, CFI ϭ .93, NNFI ϭ .93, RMSEA ϭ .077, 90% CI [.072 to .081]. No error term correlations were estimated. Inspection of the factor loadings indicated that the same two items ("Does not reject me even if we argue" and "Is not judgmental of my behaviors") consistently exhibited the lowest loadings in every one of the three factors. Accordingly, these two items were deleted from each dimension to produce a parsimonious factor structure.
The final three-factor CFA consisting of 24 items exhibited high fit indices overall, 2 ϭ 742.75, df ϭ 249, CFI ϭ .96, NNFI ϭ .95, RMSEA ϭ .069, 90% CI [.063 to .074]. Results are diagrammed in Figure 2 . Correlations involving the error terms were not estimated. The multivariate Lagrange multiplier test (Chou & Bentler, 1990) indicated that the sufficiently high fit indices could be further improved if error term correlations of the same item across the different referents were permitted to be correlated. However, this was not pursued, because doing so would render an unnecessarily complicated and unwieldly factor structure that would not be easily interpreted or analyzed by potential researchers who wish to administer the scale in future investigations. Thus, the decision was to retain the model depicted in Figure 2 (no error term correlations) to represent the final factor structure.
Factor loadings ranged from .84 to .94 for Mother Acceptance, .82 to .91 for Best Friend Acceptance, and .83 to .91 for Romantic Partner Acceptance (see Figure 2) . The highest interfactor correlation was between Best Friend Acceptance and Romantic Partner Acceptance. The interfactor correlations were each below r Ͻ .80 to suggest the discriminant validity of constructs (Brown, 2015) . Furthermore, equality constraints tested the independence of factors (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) by forcing each pair of factors to be equivalent (r ϭ 1.00) in separate tests using the CFA. These tests statistically degraded the model (all ps Ͻ .001) and thereby corroborated the independence of the constructs. Cronbach's alpha values and mean scores for the composites are presented in Table 3 .
Study 3 Purpose
Study 2 indicated that the final 24-item scale based on three factors yielded desirable model fit. The present study scrutinized additional psychometric properties of the instrument. Convergent, discriminant, and criterion validities (Crano et al., 2015) were evaluated against previously established measures of attachment style, emotions, and life satisfaction drawn from the literature. The acceptance subscales were hypothesized to exhibit positive associations with the healthy bonding style of secure attachment. Furthermore, higher scores on the acceptance subscales were hypothesized to be associated with higher positive emotions, higher life satisfaction, and lower negative emotions.
Method
Participants. Participants (N ϭ 315) averaged 37.45 (SD ϭ 13.35) years of age. Gender included 62% female and 38% male. Racial representation included 71% White, 7% Latino, 9% Black, 8% Asian, and 5% multiracial. This sample reported that their mothers were alive (82%) or passed away after participants reached adulthood (18%). Ten people who indicated being under 18 years of age when their mothers died were excluded from analyses.
Design and procedure. The same recruitment procedures of Study 2 were applied in this study, with the final 24-item version of the scale administered. The current study additionally administered established measures from the literature.
Measures.
Attachment. Attachment security was assessed with the Relationships Questionnaire (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) , premised on a quantitative continuum that overcomes the limitation of a categorical classification system of attachment style. The scale captures attachment bonds for close relationships in general and is not specific to a particular relationship referent. The four-paragraph instrument consists of descriptions that assess Secure ("It is easy for me to Figure 2 . Confirmatory factor analysis of the final 24 items (Study 2). All standardized coefficients (␤) are significant, p Ͻ .001.
become emotionally close to others. I am comfortable depending on them and having them depend on me. I don't worry about being alone or having others not accept me"), Fearful, Preoccupied, and Dismissing Attachment. Response options ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
Positive and negative affect. General trait-based emotions were captured with the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) . Instructions stated to "Indicate to what extent you usually feel this way." Participants rated 10 items for each Positive Affect (␣ ϭ .93, e.g., "interested" and "enthusiastic") and Negative Affect (␣ ϭ .94, e.g., "distressed" and "upset"). Response anchors ranged from 1 (very slightly or not at all) to 5 (extremely).
Life satisfaction. The Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) assessed subjective well-being. Participants rated five statements (␣ ϭ .93, e.g., "I am satisfied with my life"). Response options ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
Results
Internal consistency. Mean composites for the acceptance subscales were computed to test statistical associations with external measures. Cronbach's alpha, means, and interfactor correlations for the three acceptance subscales are presented in Table 4 . The strongest interfactor correlation involved Best Friend Acceptance and Romantic Partner Acceptance.
Convergent and discriminant validity. Table 5 shows correlations involving the acceptance subscales and external scales. Higher perceived acceptance by each of the three referents significantly correlated with higher Secure Attachment and lower Fearful Attachment. Romantic Partner Acceptance inversely correlated with Dismissing Attachment. The three acceptance subscales each correlated with Positive Affect, but inversely correlated with Negative Affect. Furthermore, perceived acceptance by each referent correlated with higher Life Satisfaction.
Criterion and incremental validity. Table 6 shows the results of multiple regression analyses with Mother, Best Friend, and Romantic Partner Acceptance simultaneously serving as predictors of the external outcomes. Only Mother Acceptance (after controlling for the other two acceptance subscales) uniquely explained Secure Attachment. Romantic Partner Rejection uniquely contributed to Dismissing Attachment. Perceived acceptance by all three interpersonal referents each uniquely contributed to Positive Affect, but only Best Friend and Romantic Partner Rejection uniquely contributed to Negative Affect. Finally, Mother, Best Friend, and Romantic Partner Acceptance simultaneously and uniquely contributed to higher Life Satisfaction.
Discussion
The current research developed the Adult Interpersonal Acceptance-Rejection Scale (AIARS) to assess perceived social acceptance by three pivotal types of close relationships in adulthood. This scale is the first to generate identical acceptance items applicable across critical adult relationships, overcoming a major interpretative challenge posed by wide variations in the conceptualization and measurement of acceptance across different relationship types in the literature. In a series of three studies using independent samples, we demonstrated that acceptance-rejection by mother, best friend, and romantic partner can each be reliably measured in adults with a core set of items. The current scale is novel in that the items were designed to maximize content validity in measuring interpersonal acceptance-rejection for adults. This is in contrast to existing parenting scales that are more general but assess acceptance as part of a broader construct such as parental bonding or attachment (Armsden & Greenberg, 1987; G. Parker et al., 1979) . Furthermore, item content relevant to only one category of close relationship, such as maternal dependency acceptance or sexual intimacy acceptance, was not included. This feature of this scale is a notable strength that would facilitate meaningful statistical comparisons of acceptance across different relationships during adulthood.
The exploratory factor analysis of Study 1 followed by the confirmatory factor analysis of Study 2 yielded the final version of the scale. Findings supported a three-factor structure of adult interpersonal acceptance represented by mother, best friend, and romantic partner referents. In Study 3, multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine unique contributions of the three acceptance factors on outcomes. All three acceptance subscales uniquely contributed to positive emotions and better life satisfaction, but only best friend and romantic partner acceptance were inversely associated with negative emotions. Across all three studies, the strongest correlation was found between best friend acceptance and romantic partner acceptance.
This research should be interpreted in the context of potential limitations. The instrument focused on mother as the parental source of acceptance and did not measure father acceptance. This is consistent with major developmental theories and frameworks positing that mothers serve as the central caregiver during childhood development (Ainsworth, 1969; Bowlby, 1969) . Furthermore, mothers usually serve as the primary caregiver in singleparent families (Pew Research Center, 2015) , so the father referent was not assessed to minimize the potentially high rate of missing responses. However, the base set of acceptance items was operationally defined with adulthood close relationships in mind, so the items could potentially be applied to bonds with fathers. Also, although precedence exists in the retrospective recall by adults (Senese et al., 2016) , such self-reporting is subject to potential recall bias. Another limitation is the relatively small initial set of 10 items per factor. The present research took into consideration the variations in conceptual definitions of interpersonal acceptance to generate the item pool, but the possibility exists that other definitional variants in the literature might also be informative. Thus, incorporating additional items to expand the conceptual bandwidth of interpersonal acceptance is warranted in further psychometric examinations to foster continued scrutiny and refinement of the instrument. For example, future studies seeking to expand upon the interpersonal acceptance construct could incorporate content concerning self-disclosure (e.g., "encourages me to share my feelings") and physical affection (e.g., "gives me hug"). Physical affection demonstration in close relationships could vary across cultures, with variations attributable to restricted emotional expressiveness in collectivistic compared to individualistic cultures (Chen, Zhou, Main, & Lee, 2015; McNeely & Barber, 2010) . The current set of acceptance-rejection items was developed within a Western context wherein individualistic values are generally upheld. Thus, the decision in the current scale development was to create items that were not culturally bound by avoiding content about physical affection, but if such items would be incorporated to extend the conceptual breadth of this instrument, then conducting measurement invariance tests (Meredith, 1993) of the scale as a function of collectivistic and individualistic cultures would be warranted. The measurement scale is anticipated to encourage new investigations designed to contribute additional insights into understanding the role of acceptance by important others. The scale can facilitate longitudinal research that seeks to understand the relative contributions of acceptance from various interpersonal relationships across adulthood development. Because of the different need-fulfilling social roles that shift throughout the life stages (Carbery & Buhrmester, 1998) , adults who live with their mothers may be more susceptible to being swayed by their maternal figure, those who reside in a predominantly peer environment such as a college dormitory may more socially affected by their best friend, and those in a committed marriage may be more influenced by their intimate partner. The instrument also could be administered to test cross-lagged panel models (Kenny, 1975; Lac, 2016; Shadish, Clark, & Steiner, 2008) designed to unravel the antecedents and consequences of processes using longitudinal data collection. The current research determined that higher perceived acceptance by each of the three referents incrementally contributed to positive emotions in cross-sectional analysis. Accordingly, cross-lagged panel analyses based on measures of perceived acceptance and positive emotions administered longitudinally might support this directional process. Alternatively, the analysis might disclose that positive emotions are responsible for compelling higher feelings of perceived acceptance, or that both constructs reciprocally reinforce one another across time. Another potential longitudinal application of the scale is to evaluate and identify the combination of interpersonal acceptance subscales that prospectively predict personal well-being and health outcomes to inform prevention and intervention efforts tailored to various life stages (Pietromonaco & Beck, 2019; Pietromonaco & Collins, 2017) . The assessment of perceived acceptance from multiple social sources can offer insights by identifying opportunities and strategies to help cultivate interpersonally accepting social environments especially for marginalized and disordered individuals (Fuller, 2017) . This instrument provides definitional clarification of the content that would encompass acceptance-rejection in adults. The development of an integrated acceptance scale suited for assessing adulthood relationships is timely in light of the emerging perspective that the relevance of acceptance-rejection is not limited to child-parent relationships (Rohner, 2016) . This scale provides the framework to disaggregate the role of acceptance experiences in more than one type of close relationship. Extending the application of this instrument to assess acceptance in other adult close relationships would be possible and relatively straightforward. Examples of such extensions, applying the final base of 8 items put forth in the current investigation, include the measurement of father and sibling acceptance.
